
 

CITY OF SNOHOMISH 
Founded 1859, Incorporated 1890 

 
116 UNION AVENUE  SNOHOMISH, WASHINGTON 98290  TEL (360) 568-3115 FAX (360) 568-1375 

 
NOTICE OF REGULAR MEETING 

 

DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 

In the 

Postmaster Conference Room 

Snohomish City Hall 

116 Union Avenue 

 

WEDNESDAY 

March 9, 2016 

7:00 PM 
 

AGENDA 

 

7:00 1. CALL TO ORDER:  Roll Call 

 

7:05 2. PUBLIC COMMENT:  Public comment on items not on the agenda. 

 

7:10 3. APPROVE the minutes of the February 10, 2016, regular meeting. 

 

7:15 4. ACTION ITEMS 

 

 a. DRB File: 16-03-DRB (P. 1) 

  Applicant: Pacific Environmental Services 

  Proposed: New sign plan 

  Location: 1105 Second Street 

 

   1) Staff presentation 

   2) Comments from applicant 

   3) Public comment 

   4) DRB deliberation and recommendation 

 

 b. DRB File: 16-04-DRB (P. 14) 

  Applicant: Melvin Kiter 

  Proposed: Rear porch enclosure 

  Location: 115 Avenue A 

 

   1) Staff presentation 

   2) Comments from applicant 

   3) Public comment 

   4) DRB deliberation and recommendation 

 

 c. DRB File: 16-05-DRB (P. 20) 

  Applicant: Tod Johnson 

 



 

  Proposed: Building reface 

  Location: 121 Glen Avenue 

 

   1) Staff presentation 

   2) Comments from applicant 

   3) Public comment 

   4) DRB deliberation and recommendation 

 

7:45 5. DISCUSSION ITEM:  INDIVIDUAL DESIGN REVIEWS (P. 31)  Staff 

summary of individual member reviews from the preceding month.   

 

8:00 6. ADJOURN 
 

NEXT MEETING:  The next regular meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, April 13, 2016, at 

7:00 p.m. in the Postmaster Conference Room, Snohomish City Hall, 116 Union Avenue. 
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CITY OF SNOHOMISH 

Founded 1859, Incorporated 1890 
 

116 UNION AVENUE · SNOHOMISH, WASHINGTON  98290 · TEL (360) 568-3115  FAX (360) 568-1375 
 

DESIGN REVIEW BOARD MINUTES 
 

 

Snohomish City Hall 

116 Union Avenue 

Postmaster Conference Room 
 

February 10, 2016 

7:00 p.m. 

 

Members Present: Staff Present: 

Darcy Mertz Krewson Brooke Eidem, Associate Planner 

Ed Poquette Angela Evans, Office Assistant II 

Phillip Baldwin Mike Johnson, Public Works  

  

Members Absent: Others Present: 

Yumi Roth None 

Joan Robinett Wilson 

 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER at 7:00 p.m. 

 

2.  PUBLIC COMMENT  
 

There were no public comments on items not on the agenda. 

 

3. APPROVE minutes of the January 13, 2016 meeting: 

 

Mr. Poquette moved to approve the minutes of January 13, 2016 as written. Mr. Baldwin 

seconded the motion. The minutes were approved 3-0.  

 

4. ACTION ITEMS 

 

a. Letter to property owner of 1205 Second Street 

 

In response to last month’s citizen concern regarding new signage at 1205 Second Street, staff 

presented a draft letter from the DRB to property owner Nicole Robinson. The letter is intended 

to address the concern, but does not request removal of the sign or any modifications to the lease, 

as both are outside the purview of the City. The letter thanks the owner for the upcoming 

building restoration effort, and offers to assist her in the form of guidance. Development of a 

master sign plan is suggested, with which the Board can also offer help. Staff requested if there 

are no concerns over the letter, that it be signed by Chair Krewson on behalf of the DRB.  After 
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discussion Mr. Poquette moved to approve signing the letter. Mr. Baldwin seconded the motion. 

The motion passed 3-0. 

 

b. DRB File:  16-01-DRB 

 Applicant:  Mike Johnson for City of Snohomish Public Works 

 Proposed: Metal carport structures 

 Location:  1801 First Street 

 

c. DRB File:  16-02-DRB 

 Applicant:  Mike Johnson for City of Snohomish Public Works 

 Proposed: Metal carport structures 

 Location:  2115 Second Street 

 

The Board agreed to discuss the two proposals simultaneously, as they are for similar structures 

and are proposed by the same applicant.  The Public Works Department is proposing to install 

metal carport structures with a shallow roof pitch at both the City Shop site and the Wastewater 

Treatment Plant (WWTP).  Up to six structures are proposed at the City Shop site. Four or five 

will be located between the existing Conex containers at the center of the site for equipment 

storage.  These will each measure 240 square feet, and 12 feet tall. The sixth structure will be 

located at the north end of the property to cover the sand and salt mix. It will measure 560 square 

feet and 17 feet tall, and will be installed over an existing concrete block wall.  

 

At the WWTP the proposed carport structure measures 390 square feet and 17 feet tall.  The 

structure will be located north of the lagoons behind an existing building and will be used for 

storage of a backhoe. It will not visible from street.  

 

Staff stated that although both sites are outside the Historic District, the applicant is a 

government agency so it falls under the purview of the DRB.  The WWTP site is zoned 

industrial, therefore there is only one applicable standard. The City Shop is zoned commercial, 

so there are several potentially applicable standards. Staff presented the standards, most of which 

are only moderately applicable due to the industrial use of the site.   

 

Mr. Johnson stated the structures will improve the appearance of the Shop site. Currently when 

viewed from Second Street, the site is scattered with equipment and other industrial items. The 

structures will provide a sheltered work area in bad weather in addition to badly needed storage.  

The cover for the sand and salt mix is a functional need, as the mix is currently in an equipment 

storage area. 

 

Mr. Baldwin stated the proposal makes a lot of sense, however he was curious if more foliage or 

vegetation could be planted for screening. Staff explained that there is some mitigation planting 

just north of the site that was installed in 2010 and is still growing, however because this area is 

in the flight path of the airfield, any vegetation must be of a relatively low height. Mr. Johnson 

added that right now the vegetation is looking bare and shaggy, but there will be new growth in 

the spring. Security is also an issue, as the Police Department wants to maintain visibility to the 

site from Second Street due to recent problems with theft.     
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Mr. Poquette also felt that more vegetation would be ideal, but he understands the security issue. 

Mr. Johnson stated that a few shore pines or similar low planting could be placed along the front 

of the CSO area next to the rain garden. Mr. Baldwin asked about the proposed roof color. Mr. 

Johnson stated they will be white to match the other roofs.  

 

Mr. Poquette moved to recommend approval of both applications as proposed. Mr. Baldwin 

seconded the motion. The motion passed 3-0. 

 

5. DISCUSSION ITEMS: HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN STANDARDS UPDATE  

 

Ms. Eidem presented staff’s proposed changes to the introduction section of the draft design 

standards update. At the January meeting, the Board had some additional language that they 

wanted to include. Staff has attempted to integrate the ideas that the Board requested. Staff 

requested confirmation that the proposed language is what the board envisioned, and asked if 

there is anything else to be revised. 

 

Mr. Poquette noted what he observed at the Open Government meeting held earlier this month. 

He heard a comment about the Design Review Board not being pro-development. This leads him 

to be even more convinced that the Historic District Design Standards need to encourage growth 

while preserving historic character. He felt that the standards need to make it clear that the DRB 

is not here to prevent people from making improvements.  

 

After some Board discussion it was agreed that the draft introduction does a good job of 

emphasizing the City’s long-term commitment to preservation. Several Boardmembers expressed 

disappointment that members of the public do not typically attend meetings to observe and 

participate in discussions.  

 

Chair Krewson suggested organizing the document so that preservation sections are located 

before new construction sections. The Board agreed.  

  

b. INDIVIDUAL DESIGN REVIEWS  

 

There were no individual design reviews conducted during the previous month.  

 

6. ADJOURN at 7:45 p.m. 

 

Approved this 9
th

 day of March, 2016 

 

 

 

By: ________________________________________________________ 

 Darcy Mertz Krewson, Chair 

 

Meeting attended and minutes prepared by Angela Evans 
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CITY OF SNOHOMISH 
Founded 1859, Incorporated 1890 

116 UNION AVENUE • SNOHOMISH, WASHINGTON 98290 • TEL (360) 568-3115 • FAX (360) 568-1375 

 

DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 

STAFF REPORT 

 

Design Review Number: 16-03-DRB Meeting Date March 9, 2016 

Applicant: David Barone 

Property Address: 1105 Second Street 

Application Date: February 3, 2016 

Project Description: New sign plan  

 

Subject Proposal: 

This application is for a conceptual review of a proposed new sign plan for the Shell gas station 

site at 1105 Second Street.  The applicant is proposing to reface the existing freestanding sign in 

the northeast corner of the site; replace the Food Mart and Service Center building signs; and 

replace the Shell channel letters from the east and west sides of the fuel canopy with a panel sign 

depicting the company logo.  A yellow accent panel is also proposed along the canopy fascia, 

with a red light bar directing light back toward the fascia.  Fuel pumps will also be refaced with 

new graphics. 

Project Location: 

The site is addressed as 1105 Second Street, inside the Historic District.  

Land-Use Designation: 

Historic Business District 

Requested Review: 

The applicant has requested a conceptual review.   

Compliance with the Land Use Development Code - Title 14 SMC 

The proposal has not yet undergone a complete review for compliance with Title 14 SMC, 

however the electronic component of Sign #1 (freestanding sign) is not allowed per SMC 

14.245.085B, and Signs #2A and 2B (canopy signs) may not extend above the canopy roof per 

SMC 14.245.070A. 

 

HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN STANDARDS 

1.B.2. COMMERCIAL BUILDING STYLE 

 Building design shall reflect and augment the identity and visual character of Snohomish.  

Building design shall not serve to communicate or reflect the corporate identity or 
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product marketed.  Corporate identity and product marketed shall be communicated by 

signage, not by building color or architecture. 

Board evaluation: Consistent:    Inconsistent:    More information needed:  

 

Notes:   

 

 

 

Staff comments:  Two non-illuminated aluminum composite panels are proposed on the building, 

on which new signs are proposed to be installed.  These panels include the corporate colors of 

yellow and red.  The existing signs that will be replaced incorporated similar panels, however 

the new ones will be larger, each at 52 feet in width. 

 

1.C.1. INTEGRATE SIGN DESIGN WITH BUILDING DESIGN 

 Signage design shall be considered as part of the building design. 

Board evaluation: Consistent:    Inconsistent:    More information needed:  

 

Notes:   

 

 

 

Staff comments:  The building was originally designed as a Chevron station in 1995.  Materials 

on file indicate the existing and proposed sign locations are similar to the original sign plan. 

 

1.C.2. MOUNTING SIGNS ON BUILDINGS 

 Signs may be mounted on the face of the building, provided the advertising does not 

detract or overpower the building architecture and scale. 

Board evaluation: Consistent:    Inconsistent:    More information needed:  

 

Notes:   

 

 

 

Staff comments:  Proposed building-mounted signs include two for the convenience store and 

two for the fuel canopy.  Actual sign area is relatively small, with the exception of the shell 

panels, which extend above the canopy roofline as proposed. 

 

1.C.3. SIGNS MAY INCORPORATE THE FOLLOWING 

 Signs may incorporate graphic symbols, logos, and other elements to provide visual 

interest and theme continuity.  However, in order to preserve the 1880-1930s era visual 

landscape, corporate marketing themes, logos, corporate colors, and prototypes 

developed after 1930 shall not become a dominant visual feature of the site or building. 
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Board evaluation: Consistent:    Inconsistent:    More information needed:  

 

Notes:   

 

 

 

Staff comments:  The existing and proposed signs are clearly corporate in appearance.  

According to the Shell website, the logo was initially developed as a mussel shell in 1900, and 

was replaced by a scallop shell in 1904.  The yellow and red colors were added in 1948.  The 

logo was revised to the simplified pecten imagery in the 1970s.  The existing signage on the 

building is similar to the proposed new imagery.  

 

The color banding on the canopy will significantly change the appearance of the site.  Currently, 

corporate colors are largely limited to the building, and the canopy is white except for the Shell 

lettering.  The proposed color scheme is proposed for the purposes of attracting attention and 

branding.  Corporate identity features and colors should not dominate the appearance of the site 

in order to preserve historic character.  However, the existing building and canopy are currently 

not historic in appearance and it is not clear how they may be made historic without appearing 

false.  Further, it is not clear that the proposed banding and lighting scheme will make the site 

appear less historic. The attachments include a photo of the current canopy and an example of 

another gas station canopy where the proposed features and colors have been implemented (pg 

13).  Staff would appreciate the Board’s discussion of consistency with the intent of the standard. 

 

1.C.4. MAXIMUM HEIGHT OF POLE MOUNTED SIGNS 

 The maximum height of pole-mounted signs in the Historic Business District is 13 feet. 

Board evaluation: Consistent:    Inconsistent:    More information needed:  

 

Notes:   

 

 

 

Staff comments:  The standard is met.  The existing freestanding sign is just over ten feet tall.  

The new signage will not increase the height of this sign. 

 

1.C.6. PREFERRED SIGN MATERIALS 

 Painted wood with external lighting is the preferred sign material. 

Board evaluation: Consistent:    Inconsistent:    More information needed:  

 

Notes:   
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Staff comments:  The proposed signs are aluminum, aluminum composite, and polycarbonate, 

which is comprised of carbonate and thermoplastic polymers.  Several signs are internally 

illuminated.  A yellow panel with a red light bar is proposed along the face of the canopy, with 

light directed toward the fascia.  

 

1.C.7. READER BOARDS ARE PROHIBITED IN THE HISTORIC DISTRICT 

Board evaluation: Consistent:    Inconsistent:    More information needed:  

 

Notes:   

 

 

 

Staff comments:  The existing gas price signs are reader board out of necessity.  The proposed 

electronic price signs are prohibited under the sign code, therefore the optional manual tiles will 

continue use of an existing reader board sign. 

 

1.C.8. ILLUMINATED SIGN REGULATIONS 

b. The total permitted area for an illuminated sign shall be 75% of the total permitted sign 

area. 

Board evaluation: Consistent:    Inconsistent:    More information needed:  

 

Notes:   

 

 

 

Staff comments:  This standard cannot be fully evaluated, as the application did not include 

calculations to determine allowable sign area.  It does appear that some increase in area is 

proposed, particularly on the convenience store signs. 

 

1.C.8. ILLUMINATED SIGN REGULATIONS 

c. The maximum watt density shall be 20 watts per square foot of sign, measured by the 

total wattage of the lamps used divided by the area of the sign. 

Board evaluation: Consistent:    Inconsistent:    More information needed:  

 

Notes:   

 

 

 

Staff comments:  The illuminated signs are proposed to be LED.  The proposed wattage is not 

identified in the application materials. 
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1.C.8. ILLUMINATED SIGN REGULATIONS 

d. No more than 20% of the area of an internally illuminated sign shall be covered by the 

color white or any other pale tint with a light intensity of 80% of the color white.  Bare 

bulb portions of signs shall be defined as the color white. 

Board evaluation: Consistent:    Inconsistent:    More information needed:  

 

Notes:   

 

 

 

Staff comments:  Several of the proposed signs incorporate bright white, however with the 

possible exception of signs #3 and 4, the white portion of the signs are opaque and will not be 

internally illuminated.  The Board may wish to clarify whether the white portion of these signs 

(Food Mart and Service Center) are proposed to be internally illuminated. 

 

1.C.9. PROHIBITED SIGNS 

a. Internally illuminated dagger board perpendicularly projecting signs and hanging signs. 

b. Bare tube neon signs mounted on opaque mounting board in dagger board and 

perpendicularly hanging form. 

c. Signs with mirrors or other highly reflective surfaces when combined with on-site 

lighting devices. 

Board evaluation: Consistent:    Inconsistent:    More information needed:  

 

Notes:   

 

 

 

Staff comments:  None of the prohibited sign types listed in the standard are proposed. 

 

 

PLANNING STAFF CONSIDERATIONS: 

Gas stations constructed prior to the adoption of the Design Standards are faced with a unique 

challenge in the Historic District.  The function and design are utilitarian, and the architecture is 

generally reflective of their use.  The Historic District currently contains two gas stations: the 

subject Shell station, and the 76 station at 202 Avenue D; the 7-11 at 1215 Second Street no 

longer operates fuel pumps.  These uses have distinctive demands for signage, particularly the 

price signs.  Under the sign code (Chapter 14.245 SMC), applicants are vested to existing 

nonconforming signs that were legally established.  This allows signs to be maintained and 

refaced, with the condition that revisions do not increase their nonconformity.   
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Electronic changing message signs 

not allowed in the Historic District 

per SMC 14.245.085B.   
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 Building signs, including canopy 

signs, may not extend above the 

roof per SMC 14.245.070A.   
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Staff photo of similar banding and light bar at a Shell station in a different city 
 

 
Google image of existing site 
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CITY OF SNOHOMISH 
Founded 1859, Incorporated 1890 

116 UNION AVENUE • SNOHOMISH, WASHINGTON 98290 • TEL (360) 568-3115 • FAX (360) 568-1375 

 

DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 

STAFF REPORT 

 

Design Review Number: 16-04-DRB Meeting Date March 9, 2016 

Applicant: Melvin Kiter 

Property Address: 115 Avenue A 

Application Date: February 7, 2016 

Project Description: Rear porch enclosure 

 

Subject Proposal: 

The applicant is proposing to enclose the rear porch of a structure that was constructed in 1905, 

according to the Snohomish County Assessor.  The rear portion of the converted single family 

home appears to be a more recent addition to the original structure, with a small covered porch 

measuring approximately 50 square feet.  Two doors lead into the building from this porch.  A 

1995 proposal added the interior floor area on the north side of the porch.  The current proposal 

is to convert the porch area to heated space, bumping out exterior walls to align with the existing 

south and east-facing walls.  Existing siding will be reused, as well as the existing east-facing 

door, which will open onto the wooden stairway.  The applicant has stated that if the existing 

siding is not sufficient to cover the area, or if any is damaged during construction, similar siding 

will be used to match existing materials as closely as possible. 

Project Location: 

The site is addressed as 115 Avenue A, inside the Historic District.  

Land-Use Designation: 

Historic Business District 

Requested Review: 

The applicant has requested a detailed review.   

Compliance with the Land Use Development Code - Title 14 SMC 

The proposal does not appear to conflict with development regulations in Title 14 SMC. 

 

1.B.2. COMMERCIAL BUILDING STYLE 

 A building’s style shall be consistent throughout; details from different eras shall not be 

mixed on a single building. 
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Board evaluation: Consistent:    Inconsistent:    More information needed:  

 

Notes:   

 

 

 

Staff comments:  The standard appears to be met.  No new details are proposed. The overall 

structure appears to be the American Farmhouse style, which is generally characterized by its 

simplicity in shape and detail.  The proposed enclosure is likewise very simple. 

 

1.B.2. COMMERCIAL BUILDING STYLE 

 Appropriate building materials. 

Board evaluation: Consistent:    Inconsistent:    More information needed:  

 

Notes:   

 

 

 

Staff comments:  The standard is met.  The applicant is proposing to reuse existing building 

materials, or to match them with similar materials.  The Board may wish to verify what specific 

material would be used, should new siding be necessary. 

 

THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR’S STANDARDS FOR REHABILITATION 

2. The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved.  The removal of historic 

materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided.  

5. Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that 

characterize a property shall be preserved.  

9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic 

materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and 

shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the 

historic integrity of the property and its environment.  

10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a manner 

that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its 

environment would be unimpaired. 

 

PLANNING STAFF CONSIDERATIONS: 

Staff has no particular concerns about the proposal.  It does not appear that the porch is a 

character-defining feature of the structure.  It is located on a portion of the building that was 

added more recently, in a location with limited off-site views.  Existing materials will be retained 

and reused, and/or matched.  The new exterior walls will be without adornment or articulation, 

however there is an existing window on the south side that appears to be less than 12 inches from 

the addition area.  The east side will be approximately 16 feet wide after the project is complete, 

and will include the door.  
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East-facing door, proposed to be relocated to new outer wall. 
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Image from City files shows the rear porch before the 1995 addition to the north side. 
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CITY OF SNOHOMISH 
Founded 1859, Incorporated 1890 

116 UNION AVENUE • SNOHOMISH, WASHINGTON 98290 • TEL (360) 568-3115 • FAX (360) 568-1375 

 

DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 

STAFF REPORT 

 

Design Review Number: 16-05-DRB Meeting Date March 9, 2016 

Applicant: Tod Johnson 

Property Address: 121 Glen Avenue 

Application Date: February 24, 2016 

Project Description: Building reface 

 

Subject Proposal: 

The applicant is proposing various improvements to the former church building at 121 Glen 

Avenue.  According to City files, the 5,040 square foot structure was built in 1986 as a multi-

tenant retail development.  Building dimensions are 120 feet by 42 feet.  The proposed new use 

is a self-serve Laundromat, and will encompass the entirety of the space.  Exterior improvements 

include four new parapets on the west façade.  The exterior will be refaced with new stucco with 

a metal coping.  Windows on the south façade are proposed to be removed.  Two windows on the 

west façade will be removed, the others replaced with new aluminum windows in a smaller 

dimension, increasing the height of the wall area beneath to 36 inches.  Metal canopies are 

proposed over the entry and five of the seven front-facing windows.  Window canopies will be 

open to below; the entry canopy will include a corrugated metal roof, obscured from view by a 

ten-inch metal fascia.  Steel pergola structures with concrete bases are proposed in front of the 

remaining two windows.  New gooseneck light fixtures are proposed along the building face 

with a galvanized finish.  Glass blocks are proposed to flank the glazed double entry.  North and 

west façades are located on property lines, and are not proposed for treatment. 

Six new trees will be installed in existing tree grates in the sidewalk next to the building on the 

west and south.  Proposed species is Cherokee Chief Dogwood.  Planter beds located beneath 

windows will be planted with seasonal plants.  The parking lot will be patched and repaved. 

The applicant has also requested a conceptual review of proposed signage.  Three wall signs are 

proposed.  One is above the entry with the company logo, described as an internally-lit sign 

cabinet with a Lexan face and translucent graphics.  The other two say Laundromat, are located 

above the pergola structures, and are described as high density urethane foam letters with a satin 

painted finish.  Two clear, hinged cases are proposed for poster display.  These would be 

regulated as signs, and would require review each time the poster is changed.  It is unclear 

whether the applicant wishes to reface the existing freestanding sign located in the parking lot. 

Project Location: 

The site is addressed as 121 Glen Avenue, inside the Historic District.  
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Land-Use Designation: 

Historic Business District 

Requested Review: 

The applicant has requested a detailed review.   

Compliance with the Land Use Development Code - Title 14 SMC 

The proposal does not appear to conflict with development regulations in Title 14 SMC. 

 

1.B.2. COMMERCIAL BUILDING STYLE 

 Each façade shall be finished with architectural detail. 

Board evaluation: Consistent:    Inconsistent:    More information needed:  

 

Notes:   

 

 

 

Staff comments:  The standard does not appear to be met.  The south façade on Pearl Street 

currently has two large recessed windows.  As proposed the façade will be an unarticulated wall 

with a mandoor on the far east side and two trellis structures.   

 

1.B.2. COMMERCIAL BUILDING STYLE 

 Building design shall reflect and augment the identity and visual character of Snohomish. 

Board evaluation: Consistent:    Inconsistent:    More information needed:  

 

Notes:   

 

 

 

Staff comments:  Apart from the south façade, the proposal furthers consistency with the 

standard.  

 

1.B.2. COMMERCIAL BUILDING STYLE 

 A building’s style shall be consistent throughout; details from different eras shall not be 

mixed on a single building. 

Board evaluation: Consistent:    Inconsistent:    More information needed:  

 

Notes:   
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Staff comments:  The standard appears to be met.  The proposed design is consistent with the 

original building, while altering the shape in a uniform manner. 

 

1.B.2. COMMERCIAL BUILDING STYLE 

 Appropriate building materials include brick, wood, stucco, stone, cast iron storefronts, 

and metal roofs.  Building materials for new buildings shall support the existing character 

of older (100+ years) buildings, by having a projected physical life cycle of 100+ years. 

Board evaluation: Consistent:    Inconsistent:    More information needed:  

 

Notes:   

 

 

 

Staff comments:  Proposed materials include stucco, metal, concrete, glass blocks, and 

aluminum windows. 

 

1.B.2. COMMERCIAL BUILDING STYLE 

 Undifferentiated façades shall not exceed 20 feet horizontally or 15 feet vertically. 

Board evaluation: Consistent:    Inconsistent:    More information needed:  

 

Notes:   

 

 

 

Staff comments:  As proposed, the Pearl Street side of the building is a nearly 42-foot wide, 

undifferentiated façade.  The Board may wish to recommend a condition of approval that some 

treatment is added to this façade. 

 

1.B.2. COMMERCIAL BUILDING STYLE 

 Blank façades shall not be visible to public spaces. 

Board evaluation: Consistent:    Inconsistent:    More information needed:  

 

Notes:   

 

 

 

Staff comments:  The proposed blank wall area on the south side faces Pearl Street.  The east 

and north facades are similarly blank, however these façades are located on property lines and 

do not face a public way. 
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1.B.5. WINDOWS 

 Display windows on the ground floor of retail and commercial buildings shall be the 

predominant surface on the first story, typical of original Snohomish commercial 

buildings. 

Board evaluation: Consistent:    Inconsistent:    More information needed:  

 

Notes:   

 

 

 

Staff comments:  Although the applicant is proposing to decrease total window area by removing 

two and altering the remaining window dimensions, window area remains a dominant feature on 

the front of the building.  Total window area appears to exceed 50% of the front façade. 

 

1.B.5. WINDOWS 

 Windows shall not be darkened by use of applied films at street level. 

Board evaluation: Consistent:    Inconsistent:    More information needed:  

 

Notes:   

 

 

 

Staff comments:  It is unclear from the application materials that this standard is met.  The 

Board may wish to confirm with the applicant that the proposal does not include the use of 

darkened windows. 

 

 

PLANNING STAFF CONSIDERATIONS: 

Apart from the unarticulated south façade, staff does not have any particular concerns with the 

proposal.  The proposed alterations improve the building’s massing and articulation on the west 

façade.  The Board may wish to recommend a condition of approval that the south façade is 

treated in some manner.  If window removal is a requirement of the interior configuration, the 

windows could be removed and walled in from the inside, creating dimensionality and shade 

relief.  Another option may be a materials change that would provide some visual interest from 

the street.  The applicant has been notified of the issue and is planning to bring several options to 

the meeting for discussion. 

 

The applicant completed a design review self-assessment form as part of the application 

submittal.  A majority of the items are either scored as “fully compliant” or “not applicable”.  

Undifferentiated façades, applicable window standards, pre-1930s sign graphics, and sign 

illumination were scored as “moderately compliant” (4 out of 5).  Sign materials was scored as 

“neutral” (3 out of 5). 
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West/front elevation (Glen Avenue) 

 
Proposed west elevation (close-up images follow; larger versions of this image will be provided 

at the meeting) 
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Proposed entry profile 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Proposed entry close-up 
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South elevation (Pearl Street) 

 
Proposed south elevation 
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East elevation 
 

 
North elevation 
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Pergola detail 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Canopy profile 
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Sign logo Lighting bracket 

 

 
Light fixture 
 



Discussion Item 5 

Design Review Board  Page 31 

 

Date: March 3, 2016 

 

To: Design Review Board 

 

From: Brooke Eidem, Associate Planner 

 

Subject: Summary of Individual Member Design Reviews – February 4, 2016 – March 3, 2016 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

There were no individual reviews conducted the previous month. 


